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FACTORS THAT HELP IN FORMING GOOD WRITERS
I. INTRODUCTION
The field of Teaching English as a Foreign Language (TEFL) 
now recognizes the importance of writing as one of the major 
means of communication. Thus, communicative language teaching is 
more and more concerned with improving students' writing skills. 
Especially in academic settings such as the teaching of English 
at universities, one of the main goals is to develop students' 
writing abilities. Although research on writing and the teaching 
of writing in foreign language has been late and sporadic, with 
the increasing interest in the field, it has become one of the 
attractive areas in TEFL.
This study is based upon two main issues both related to 
the cognitive dimension of composition writing. One of the 
concerns is the composing processes of second language student 
writers and the other one is the acquisition of writing style 
through reading. On the one hand, composing strategies that good 
writers effectively use are studied. On the other hand, the 
influence of the amount and quality of pleasure reading on 
writing ability is researched. When we think of an EFL context 
where Turkish students write in English we are immediately 
interested in the implications of the above issues for the 
teaching of writing. Thus, the areas this paper touches upon can 
be expressed by the following questions:
- What kinds of composing processes do good writers use?
- Does reading in the first or second language affect second 
language writing?
-- Is deliberate instruction of writing influential on the 
development of writing skills?
- What type of instruction is more effective?
As a result of these considerations I preferred a general 
statement for my topic: "Factors That Help In Forming
Good Writers."
The research process includes several components. A part 
of it is based on library research. For this study, I have 
reviewed accounts of related, recent research. I realize that 
empirical investigation on second language writing is rare and 
still very limited; therefore, I also concentrated on and got 
insight from the research done on first language writing. The 
other component of this study consists of the description of a 
group of EFL student writers. A questionnaire was given to 
students and results were used as data. Through a comparison of 
the research on effective writing and the description of student 
writers, I have made some suggestions for teachers of EFL 
writing.
Analyzing and clarifying the variables that lead to good 
writing are of primary importance in developing students' 
communicative writing skills. If some consistent results are 
obtained, teaching methodologies and approaches can be rearranged 
to suit students' needs. If the required changes are within the 
material possibilities, then, there will be hope for teachers and 
administrators in forming good writers out of Turkish English
1anguage studen ts-
The group who will benefit most from this project is 
student writers of English- Hopefully, the project will show 
them guidelines for choosing the best strategies in the 
acquisition and development of the second language writing skill. 
The other group that can benefit from the project is obviously 
the writing teachers who plan class activities. Activities 
can be rearranged and rescheduled to include the components that 
would create the most favorable conditions for the improvement of 
writing skills. Another group of professiona1s that may take 
advantage of this study is curriculum designers who design the 
writing programs with reference to the objectives of overall 
language program-
Questionnaires and the analysis of questionnaires form the 
crucial part of the project- I gave a group of university 
students questionnaires in order to find out about their 
composing processes and their reading habits. After the 
collection of the questionnaires, students' instructors were 
consulted for a comparison of each student's questionnaire 
results and the instructor's holistic evaluation of the student's 
writing. Data analysis and interpretation were supplemented with 
library research. It should be noted however that the 
questionnaire was not designed with items referring to students' 
present or previous instruction in writing- For this project, 
individual strategies and habits are of concern- Instructional 
procedures are dealt with in the last part of the paper as 
suggestions for the improvement of writing pedagogy.
Another source of information is the letters and articles 
obtained from well-known names in the field. Letters and 
materials received from Jann Huizenga, Vivian Zamel and Ilona 
Leki are valuable guides and support for the project.
This research is limited to Teaching English as a Foreign 
Language. Although the body of research on the teaching of 
composition in native English classes has been of much help, the 
actual data were collected from Bilkent University, Preparatory 
School. The subjects were adult learners of English who aged 
from 18 to 25. Their proficiency level was high intermediate. 
Again, the research was limited to the investigation of the 
writing skill. A limitation that can affect the outcomes of the 
study is the qualities of the writing teachers who evaluated the 
writing of the students serving as subjects. Here, I have mainly 
relied on personal judgement of teachers who have not had much 
experience in teaching and evaluating writing.
II. WHAT DOES A GOOD WRITER DO?
A . Change in Research on Writing Pedagogy
When one mentions "factors that make good writers" this 
brings to mind the description of a good writer and the 
description of the strategies he or she uses. In recent years 
there has been a shift in the research on writing pedagogy. In 
the past years research was carried out in order to determine the 
effectiveness of different approaches to the teaching of writing. 
Research of this sort compared one kind of instruction with 
another in the effort to find the best method. But these efforts 
were based on the faulty assumptions that there was a best method
of teaching writing and that good writing conformed to a 
predetermined and ideal model. However, now, with process 
studies we understand the complexity of writing better. Process 
studies consisting of case studies, interviews and surveys have 
revealed the ’'complex," "recursive," and "nonlinear" nature of 
composing (Zamel, 1907). Researchers are more and more 
interested in the behaviors, strategies and difficulties of 
writers. Thus, the research in pedagogy is, now, dominated by 
the attempts to investigate the composing processes, with studies 
that examine the writing behaviors of skilled and unskilled 
writers- Investigators focus on the following question: What do
proficient writers do?
We understand that good writers have devised effective 
strategies for composing and current research is concerned with 
these. Researchers explore ways proficient writers generate 
ideas, record them and refine them in order to form a text. They 
are more and more convinced that by studying and understanding 
the process of composing one can gain insight into how to teach 
i t (Zame1, 1907) .
Investigations on unskilled and skilled writers have shown 
that writing is a process of discovering and making meaning. 
Through the act of writing itself, ideas are explored, clarified 
and reformu1 ated - As this process continues, new ideas appear 
and they are incorporated into the pattern of thouglit. Skilled 
writers who understand that writing may be recursive and non­
linear are able to modify or even abandon big chunks of discourse 
or their original plan as they review their writing in terms of
its function and their readers' expectations- However, unskilled 
and beginning writers rarely experience writing as a continuous 
process of generating and integrating ideas- Rather, they are 
convinced that writers know beforehand what they are going to 
say- These unexperienced writers are scared of exploring their 
thoughts on paper. As Flower points out, their early decisions 
to proceed in a certain direction lock them into a premature 
solution before they enter the problem (cited in Zamel, 1903, The 
Composing Processes). They base their writing on inflexible 
plans in addition to constant concern with mechanics, corr^ectness 
and form-
B - A Review of Experiments on Composing Processes
In this part I want to present a review of the studies 
carried out on the composing processes- Important findings of 
these studies belong to the field of teaching English 
composition to native speakers. Still, some other studies have 
their origin in EFL/ESL composition classes. Research, in 
general, shows that good writers differ from poor writers in 
their composing processes in that they iiave better procedures for 
getting their ideas down on paper. Good writers differ mainly in 
three ways: planning, rescanning and revising.
1. Planning
Research shows that the good writer plans more than the 
poor writer. This neither means that good writers work on a 
formal plan nor that they always "prewrite-" In 1975, Emig did a 
study on professional writers. This study revealed that very few
professional writers used the standard outline form, but all 
reported some kind of planning of content and organization before 
writing- In 1974, Stallard found that good and average high 
school writers did not differ in outlining behavior, but good 
writers took more time regardless of whether they just thought or 
wrote notes, before actually writing, once they were given the 
topic in an in-class essay situation- In 1979, Pianko reported 
similar results in a study of "traditiona1" and "remedial" 
college freshmen: the better writers took more time before
writing- But in both studies few students reported using formal 
outlines. In 1901, Wall and Petrovsky found that more of their 
best freshman writers reported spending a long time before 
beginning to write. Again, this study reveals that poor writers 
rarely make any written plans or notes, preferring to begin by 
"just beginning" (cited in Krashen, 1904).
Vivian Zamel (1903) carried out case studies on the 
composing processes of ESL students. Most of the data was 
collected during the observation sessions when students were 
engaged in real classroom writing tasks. However, additional 
information about these students' writing behavior was obtained 
at the end of the sessions, when students discussed informally 
their writing experiences. The least skilled writers admitted 
that once they constructed a plan at the beginning, they viewed 
their essay as a straightforward expansion of this plan. On the 
other hand, the skilled writers gave a very different account of 
the process. They had flexible plans and were aware that they 
could leave ha 1f-finished thoughts and return to them later-
These writers also talked about having some general sense of 
direction, but not knowing in particular what they would say.
They were willing to change their ideas as they wrote and to 
revise their outline as new ideas and arguments emerged.
2. Rescanning
Studies reveal that good writers pause more during writing 
and reread their text more. In Stallard's study good high school 
writers stopped to reread an average of 3.73 times per student 
during the writing of an essay, while rereading occurred less than 
once per student among the poor writers- Again, Pianko's 
"traditiona1" students paused nearly twice as often during 
writing as remedial students and rescanned their work nearly 
three times as often. Wall and Petrovsky also report a tendency 
for more frequent rereading among their more advanced writers 
(cited in Krashen, 1984).
In her case studies (Zamel, 1903, The Composing Processes),
Zamel reports that one of her skilled writers expressed the need
to reread and evaluate her writing:
When I reread, I find out that I didn't write 
what I had in mind. The thing that I wanted 
to say was not what I wrote- I reread to see 
if the words fit the idea- If it does, I go 
on .
Krashen explains the need for rescanning with the problem of 
“losing the place" that all writers have. Writers face the 
problem of losing a sense of the whole essay while in the act of 
writing- Good writers are aware of this problem. They reread 
and rescan for the purpose of reviewing their initial plan, 
considering changes, improvements and incorporating,new ideas.
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3 - Revising
The focus of the revisions has been found more significant 
than the number of revisions- What differentiate good writers 
from bad writers are the areas they consider while revising. 
Research findings tell us that better writers focus on content 
and less able writers on surface form-
In her work of 1900, Sommers compares students and 
experienced writers such as journalists, scholars and editors- 
She reports that student writers assume that the aimed message 
and meaning are present in their first draft. Revision is simply 
a matter of finding the best words to express them- On the other 
hand, Sommers' experienced writers view revision differently.
For them the aim of the revision is to reconsider the development 
of their arguments. Their first draft gives them a general view 
of the topic they want to explore. Subsequent revisions help 
experienced writers continue to create meaning.
In 1901, Faigley and Witte studied six professional 
writers, six advanced college writers and six inexperienced 
writers (college freshmen deficient in writing skills). Their 
subjects wrote on an assigned topic in three sessions, planning 
the first day and writing drafts on the second and third day. 
Faigley and Witte reported startling differences between the 
groups with respect to the revision type- As Sommers found, the 
more advanced writers made more content revisions of the 
"macrostructure" type; that is, there was a major difference in 
the meaning of the essay- Experienced writers made an average of
19.6 macroBtructure changes per 1000 words of text, advanced 
writers made an average of 23-1 such changes, while inexperienced 
student writers made only 1.3 major changes per 1000 words of 
text. Faigley and Witte also reported that the groups differed 
with respect to when they made changes. The two more advanced 
groups delayed mechanical and word choice changes until the 
second draft. First, they preferred to deal satisfactori1y with 
their subjects. Inexperienced students stopped revising by the 
second draft and dealt with mechanics only (cited in Krashen, 
1904)-
In their study on college freshman students Wall and 
Petrovsky reported similar results- Their best freshman writers 
utilized revision more for adding new ideas, modifying large 
sections and reorganizing them. Average students did most 
revision, but their revision was limited to the c 1arification on 
initial ideas (e.g., adding examples, rewording). The least able 
group made the fewest word and phrase changes but were willing 
to add material (cited in Krashen, 1904).
In 1900, Perl carried out a case study with five unskilled 
college writers- She found that poor writers focus much more on 
form and less on content in revision. Perl reports that her five 
writers were under the impression that revising was essentially 
editing, the application of conscious rules to small points of 
grammar, spelling and punctuation and that such editing was a 
supremely important part of the composing process. Perl notes 
that their "premature" editing broke "the rhythm generated by 
thinking and writing", causing these writers "to lose track of
10
their ideas" (cited in Krashen, 1984).
Interestingly, in her case studies with ESL students, Zamel
had similar results. Her skilled writers recognize the
importance of meaning-1 eve1 changes and express their concern
about them (Zamel, 1903, The Composing Processes);
I get angry at myself when I cross out an entire 
paragraph after spending so much time on it, 
but I know I have to do it if it doesn't make 
sense -
4. Summary
Limited research into the second language composing process 
seems to parallel what we learn from research in first language 
writing. Of course, much further research into the second 
language composing process is necessary to determine the extent 
to which these findings are generalized. However, according to 
the existing research composing in a second language is an 
extremely complex undertaking, but it seems that this complexity 
has more to do with the constraints of the composing process tlian 
with linguistic difficulties. While ESLXEFL students must 
certainly deal with concerns that are 1inguistic-specific, it 
seems that it is their writing strategies and behaviors and not 
primarily language proficiency that determine composing skills. 
Thus, like inexperienced or basic native language writers, 
unskilled EFL/ESL writers seem to have a very limited notion of 
what composing involves, and skilled ESL/EFL writers, like good 
native language writers, seem to be aware of the various 
dimensions and demands of composing-
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с . Awareness of Audience
Apart from the composing processes we need to consider 
another issue crucial for proficient writing- It can be called 
the sense of audience. This characteristic is stated among the 
main factors which form a good writer. Huizenga (personal 
communication, March 28, 1989) expresses it as an ability to
empathize with a reader- The writers should step out of their 
own shoes and read their writing objectively.
In 1980, Flower and Hayes examined in detail comments 
writers made as they composed- They used the "think aloud" 
techniques which require that writers verbalize what they are 
thinking while writing. Flower and Hayes found clear differences 
among "expert writers," teachers of writing and "novice" 
writers, college freshman students who have writing problems- 
Expert writers are much more concerned with their audience than 
poor student writers. They spend much more time thinking about 
the effect they want to make on their reader- They are more 
concerned with the choice of the style, the background knowledge 
the reader will need and what might interest the reader- On the 
other hand, students with writing problems are absorbed in the 
topic and spend little time thinking about the reader (Krashen, 
1984).
Flower (1984) opposes writer— based prose to reader-based 
prose. She points out that although we often equate writing with 
the straightforward act of "saying what we mean," the mental 
struggles writers go through and the misinterpretations readers 
still make suggest that we need a better model of this process. 
Modern communication theory and practical experience agree on the
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following point: writing prose that actually communicates what
we mean to another person demands more than a simple act of self- 
expression. Effective writers do not simply express thought but 
transform it in complex ways for the needs of a reader. 
Conversely, ineffective writers are merely "expressing" 
themselves by offering an underprocessed version of their own 
thought- Writer-based prose is characterized with ambiguous 
referents, words which have special meaning for the writer, 
underdeveloped ideas and lack of organization - Good writers are 
able to transform writer-based prose into reader-based prose- 
They are sensitive to the readers' needs and provide rich 
contexts to help the audience understand their message. In other 
words, good writers can move from expressive writing to 
interactiona1 writing- They see the importance of taking a 
social role and social perspective- They can produce discourse 
which is se1f-contained with all the necessary information 
included.
III. THE EFFECT OF READING ON WRITING 
A . Review of Research
A variety of studies indicate that reading exposure 
contributes to the development of writing ability- Pleading 
exposure is manifested in several ways. Krashen suggests the 
following categories, including both reading in school and 
outside school:
1. Sustained Silent Reading programs
2. "Self-selected" reading programs
13
3. Living in a "print" environment
4. Pleasure reading as reported by the readers 
themse1ves
5. Reading aloud to children (Krashen, 1985).
In this section, I will mostly deal with the effect of 
voluntary pleasure reading upon writing referring to some studies 
done on "type 3," living in a print environment and "type 5," 
reading aloud to children.
In 1978, a study carried out by Kimberling, Wingate,
Rosser, Dichara and Krashen examined directly the contribution of 
voluntary pleasure reading to the development of writing ability. 
Sixty-six freshman university students were given a questionnaire 
asking them to indicate the amount of pleasure reading they had 
done at different times in their lives. They were also asked to 
write an essay which was evaluated by two raters. Only the 
essays judged to be highly successful and very poor were retained 
for further analysis. The answers to questionnaires showed some 
clear distinctions between good writers and poor writers- Good 
writers report more pleasure reading at all ages, especially 
during high school (cited in Krashen, 1984).
In a study done in 1967 by Woodward and Phillips good 
freshman writers reported more reading of the daily newspaper 
than poor writers. In 1978, Applebee surveyed 48i good high 
school writers, winners of achievement awards in writing. This 
study further supports the positive effect of reading on writing. 
Applebee states that successful writers are also regular 
readers- For voluntary reading, good writers in the survey
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reported an average of 14 books over the summer vacation. Ryan's 
research carried out in 1977 compared regular college freshman 
writers with those who attend special classes because of their 
writing problem- After conducting home interviews, Ryan reported 
that the "regular" writers' homes had more books and a greater 
variety of books. But this result is weakly supported by 
Wookward. and Phillips who found that an equal number of good and 
poor writers reported many books in the home- Apart from the 
influence of the print environment Ryan also deals with the fifth 
type of reading exposure, that is, reading aloud to children- He 
reports that the parents of good writers read more frequently to 
their children than parents of poor writers- In 1976, McNeil 
evaluated the results of a pleasure reading program ("Hooked on 
Books") on boys aged from 12 to 17 in a school in Michigan over a 
two—year period- He used a control group who did not go through 
such a program- He reports that "readers" gained greater writing 
fluency and wrote with greater complexity than did the control 
subjects- He also reports that "readers" gained self-confidence 
and developed better attitudes towards reading and writing (cited 
in Krashen, 1984).
However, one study did not find pleasure reading-writing 
relationship. Illo reports that correlations of self-reported 
pleasure reading and freshman composition grades at Shippensburg 
State College seemed weak. But Illo does not provide further 
details- Other studies report statistically significant 
correlations between reading ability and writing ability: Grobe
and Grobe, 1977, Mathews, Larsen, and Butler, 1945, Zemdin, 1969, 
Evanech, Ollilj and Armstrong, 1974 (cited in Krashen, 1984)-
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B . What Does the Theory Tell Us?
Krashen provides a theory that explains the reading-writing 
relationship. In his theory, he separates writing competence 
which is the abstract knowledge the proficient writer has about 
writing from performance which is the ability to put this 
knowledge to use in an actual piece of writing. It is 
hypothesized that writing competence comes only from large 
amounts of seIf-motivated reading for interest or pleasure. 
Writing competence is acquired subconsciously; readers are 
unaware they are acquiring it while they are reading. It is 
reading that gives the writer the sense for the look and 
structure of reader-based prose.
Smith (1983) has come to similar conclusions. He notes 
that good writers have a great deal of knowledge of conventional 
or formal features of reader-based prose they can call upon 
whenever they need to perform. Different kinds of texts they 
have read provide them with options that they can use to organize 
and express their ideas. Krashen expresses the theory as follows 
(Krashen, 1984):
This hypopthesis does not predict a perfect correlation 
between the amount of pleasure reading done and writing 
ability. It maintains only that all good writers will 
have done large amounts of pleasure reading, not simply 
" the more reading, the better the writing." There is, 
in other words, a minimum amount of reading that every 
good writer has done. The reading hypothesis thus does 
not distinguish excellent writers from merely good 
writers-other factors such as creativity and experience 
certainly play a role. leather, good writers and excellent writers have both read enough to have acquired 
the code of written language.
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Smith is concerned with the ways the written code is 
acquired. He points out that the conventions of written language 
are too complex to learn deliberately. Even the basic rules of 
punctuation, capitalization and grammar cannot be entirely taught 
to others. When it comes to subtle considerations such as style 
and the intricate registers that written language itself demands 
in different circumstances the attempts of deliberate instruction 
are even more useless. Trial and error cannot account for what 
writers know. No one could write enough and get sufficient 
feedback to discover even a fraction of all relevant conventions. 
The only place all the demonstrations are available is in the 
text produced by others. Smith argues that children must learn 
to write by being accepted and by accepting themselves as members 
of the club of written language users. He goes on pointing out 
that children learn what has sense and meaning. The reading and 
writing are for a purpose, not an exercise. The learning is 
unconscious and effortless; no one at the time would know that it 
was actually taking place. The learning is incidental; the child 
is reading and writing for the sake of the reading and writing, 
not for the sake of learning. The learning is collaborative, 
with the author being employed actively as guide and source of 
knowledge (Smith, 1983).
All the research studies and theories mentioned above 
belong to the field of first language composition.
Unfortunately, there is no research exploring the relationship 
between LI reading and L2 writing that is available to me.
However, in her letter, Leki (personnel communication. Hay 5,
1989) mentions the accounts of the results of recent research on
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LI reading and L2 writing- According to Leki research shows no 
relationship. This point is important for the analysis and 
interpretation of the data that I present in the next section.
IV. PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF THE DATA 
A . Characteristics of the Data
The data were collected through questionnaire (see 
Appendix) that was given to a group of Bilkent Preparatory School 
students- Twenty-eight students from two different classes 
completed the questionnaires with their names on it. The 
students were at high-intermediate level and although they had 
two different teachers they went through the same type of writing 
instruction. After the questionnaires were completed and 
collected, students' instructors were consulted for their 
holistic evaluation of each student's writing. Instructors 
evaluated each student as "poor," "good," or "average." They 
also pointed out the ones who were very good and those who were 
really weak- Then, among these 20 students the best five writers 
and the poorest five writers were chosen. In sum, ten 
questionnaires were selected for analysis.
In the previous sections I presented a review of literature on 
the composing processes, audience awareness and the reading- 
writing re 1 ationship. The questionnaire items follow exactly the 
order in which the review is presented. The first three items 
refer to the composing processes, planning, rescanning and 
revision respectively- The fourth item asks students to indicate 
how often they think about the reader- I terns 5, 6, 7 and 8 ask
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students to point out the frequency and amount of reading they do 
or did (see Appendix).
In this study what is different from previously mentioned 
studies is that we are in an English as a Foreign Language 
context. The subjects are Turkish students who write in English. 
Especially the data collected in the "reading and writing" 
section provide us with new information because so far only the 
reading-writing relationship in the native language has been 
extensively researched. In fact, the questionnaire items do not 
restrict the language of the reading material. It is stated that 
the reading can be in "any language". The purpose of the reading 
and writing section is to look for the correlation between 
reading in the first or second language and writing in the second 
language. However, interviews with students and teachers suggest 
that in pleasure reading and daily newspaper reading Turkish 
resources dominate.
B . Composing Processes
The chart below (Table 1) exhibits the three composing 
strategies used by writers in general. The numbers indicate the 
number of students who checked particular items. The first 
section is concerned with the time for planning, the second with 
the frequency of rescanning and the third with the level of 
revision.
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Correlations between the quality of the writers and the 
strategies they use
Table 1
Good Writers Poor Writers
P 1ann ing
- one minute 3
~ three minutes 1 2
- six minutes 4 1
Rescanning
- never 2
- rarely 1
- occasional 1 y 4 2
- continually 1
Revision
- macrostruetural 
changes 1
- rephrasing 3
grammar & spelling 1 5
Analysis
Strikingly, all poor writers reported that they exclusively 
deal with the mechanics while writing their second draft. This 
is completely in line with the findings because poor writers were 
found to focus on the form or "microstrueture" when they revise. 
On the other hand, only one good writer reported editing instead 
of meaningful revision - Three of the good writers reported that
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they do rewording in order to better express their ideas. Only 
one good writer reported macrostruetural change. Good student 
writers in this study do not seem to reach the competency level 
of experienced writers who view revision as a reconsideration of 
the ideas and orientation of the composition.
Four good writers against two poor writers indicated that 
they pause and reread their text occasionally. On tlie other 
hand, two of the poor writers reported that they never rescan.
One does it rarely. Also, not one poor writer rescans 
continually.· Contrastingly, there was not any good writer who 
reported lack of rescanning or rare rescanning.
In the planning section we can again observe a contrast 
between good and poor writers. Three poor writers reported that 
they think only one minute before starting to write. In other 
words, these poor writers showed no sign of planning. They begin 
by "just beginning" (see p. 7). On the other hand, four good 
student writers indicated six minutes of planning, which is the 
maximum amount of time stated in the questionnaire. Not one good 
writer reported one minute of planning. However, planning time 
does not seem decisive of writing competency as two poor writers 
against one good writer reported "thinking three minutes" and one 
poor writer reported thinking for six minutes.
C . Aud.ieniiLe
The chart below (Table 2) shows how frequently the subjets 
think about the effect they want to make on the reader.
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Relationship between the Quality oi 
of the Audience
Table 2
Considering 
the Reader
Good Writers Poor Writers
always 2 1
sometimes 2 3
never 1 1
The data above do not indicate a significant difference 
of attitude between good and poor student writers. This is not 
in line with research findings, according to which good writers 
are much more concerned with their audience than poor writers.
The chart shows that eight out of ten student writers 
somewhat think about the effect they want to make on the reader. 
This result may be due to the fact that the audience for the 
students in the study is mainly their teacher. Whether they are 
good or poor writers they feel they need to please their teacher 
even if it is simply for a higher grade. Still, it is remarkable 
that two students reported that they never think of the reader.
It seems that a writer-based, egocentric style is a problem 
university composition teachers need to be aware of.
D. Reading and Writing
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The charts below (Table 3, 4, 5 and 6) illustrate the 
relationship between the subjects' reading habits and their 
writing ability in four parts; the first part (Table 3) presents 
the correlation between students' current frequency of pleasure 
reading and their writing ability. The second part (Table 4) 
relates the number of books read during summer vacation to the 
present writing ability. The third part (Table 5) illustrates 
the relationship between the frequency of pleasure reading done 
at high school and the present writing ability of the subjects. 
Finally, the last part (Table 6) exhibits the relationship 
between the frequency of newspaper reading and the writing 
quality.
Table 3
Current Reading Frequency
Good Writers Poor Writers
every day 1
five times a week 1
twice a week 1
once a week 2
twice a month 2
once a month 1
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Ihs Amount of Books Read
Table 4
Good Writers
none
Poor Writers
1
2-4 4 1
5-8 1 2
more than 8 1
Table 5
Reading Frequency at High School
Good Writers Poor Writers
©very day 1
twice a week 1
once a week 2 1
twice a month 2 3
Table 6
HsH.apapar.J&aading-ii'requencx
every day
several times a week
once a week
other
Good Writers
5
Poor Writers
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When vie consider the answers to item 5 (Table 3) we notice 
that all of the good writers read more frequently than poor
writers. It is worth noting that two of the poor writers did not
report any pleasure reading. One of them checked the option no 
and the other student, although she opted for yes, did not 
indicate the frequency of reading and could not name a book she 
had recently read. On the other hand, three good writers 
reported reading for pleaure more frequently than once a week.
Here, we can draw a parallel between poor writing and deficient
reading habits.
Item 6 (Table 4) does not differentiate poor writers from 
good writers. While one poor writer did not report any pleasure 
reading during summmer vacation, another one reports having read 
more than eight books. On the other hand, not one good writer 
indicates more than eight books. It seems that the amount of 
books read has no effect on developing the writing skills.
Another factor may be that the books read during summer vacation 
were in Turkish. This result can thus be interpreted as first 
language reading having no effect on second language writing.
Although in research literature pleasure reading at high 
school appears as a strong factor in developing writing skills, 
the chart above indicates little relationship. Two good writers 
against one report that they read once a week. But otherwise 
there is not a significant difference. This result can be 
interpreted as the low correlation between LI reading and L2 
writing, tiLS students mainly read in Turkish during high school. 
Similarly, it is possible to explain the contrast between good
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and poor writers in item 5 (see Table 3) as the effect of second 
language reading on second language writing as three of the good 
students gave the title of the book they read in English while 
not one poor writer gave any English title. This shows that some 
of the good student writers do their pleasure reading partially 
in English.
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Finally, all the subjects equally report reading newspapers 
every day. Contradicting the previous research findings, there 
seems to be low correlation between newspaper reading and good 
writing. But we should keep in mind the fact that the students 
read Turkish newspapers. Once again Li reading seems to have no 
effect on L2 writing.
What comes out of this analysis is that although there is a 
confirmed relationhip between the frequency of pleasure reading 
and writing, this relationship is valid only in situations wliere 
both the language of the reading material and the language used 
in writing are English. When the language of the reading 
material is Turkish, reading does not seem to help writing in 
English.
V. THE ROLE OF INSTRUCTION IN DEVELOPING WRITING SKILL
A.
In this section I will attempt to discuss some questions 
raised about the instruction of writing. My main concerns can be 
expressed as follows: to what extent does writing instruction help
in developing the writing skill? In which areas is it more 
helpful? While exploring the problems related to the teaching of
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composition in general, I will interweave concerns more 
specifically related to the teaching of writing to EFL/ESL 
students: what are the similarities and differences between 
native composition classes and EFL/ESL composition classes? How 
to teach writing? What kind of instruction is more useful?
In the area of instruction research again is limited to the 
native English composition classes, but EFL/ESL researchers have 
more and more been referring to research on native English 
composition classes as an important source of information. In 
general, research suggests that some aspects of the writing skill 
can be taught. In a study carried out by Bambers in 1978 
"regular" and "remedial" college writers were compared in terms 
of their instructional background. This study revealed that good 
writers not only had done more expository writing in high school, 
but had had more instruction on aspects of form, such as 
supporting ideas with examples, clearly stating the topic and 
structuring paragraphs. In 1977, Shaughnessy studied freshmen 
having severe writing problems and found that after one semester 
of intensive instruction almost all students showed improvement. 
However, progress was limited to certain features of writing. 
Students were able to follow basic principles of a plan: they
could stay within their topic and could logically tie their 
arguments to one another, but could not demonstrate skills beyond 
these fundamentals (cited in Krashen, 1984).
Byrne (1988) suggests that in an EFL/ESL composition 
situation there are other factors to take into consideration. He 
points out that expecially adult foreign language students are
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already familiar with the process of writing. They may have 
experience of written language through reading and writing in 
their mother tongue. While we cannot assume that the ability to 
write in the mother tongue is transferred to the foreign 
language, it seems that some global transfer takes place. Byrne 
points out that numerous observations and experiences lead us to 
accept the fact that people highly literate in their own language 
can easily become literate in the foreign language.
Krasheh draws attention to the fact that we are only 
beginning to discover that the grammar and the discourse 
structure of planned discourse are very complex. In 1969,
Crystal and Davy (cited in Krashen, 1984) showed how little the 
pedagogical description captures the structural complexity of 
serious writing. This predicts that explicit instruction in both 
grammar and organization will only teach the most obvious and 
straightforward features of organization. Smith also points out 
that the amount and complexity of language that must be acquired 
by the writer are unbelievable. All there features can be 
learned neither by error correction nor by conscious rule 
learning (see p. 16). Taking as an example spelling, Smith 
concludes that spelling rules are too numerous, complex and have 
too many exceptions to be consciously learned (Smith, 1983).
Again, Krashen (1984) argues that if the student-writers 
are able to consciously learn all tlie rules of punctuation, 
spelling, grammar and style that linguists have discovered and 
described, their reward should be a Ph. D. in linguistics.
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Unfortunately, this will not guarantee them writing competence, 
since so much of what good writers do routinely and 
subconsciously remains to be discovered.
C . The Problem of Approach
Zamel (1987) points out the lack of research in ESL 
composition and argues that many questions remain unanswered in 
this field, because we have denied ourselves an important source 
of information, the research that has been done in the teaching 
of English composition to native speakers. She maintains that 
without research and the answers it could provide, ESL/EFL 
composition teachers are faced with the task of deciding which 
approach to adopt. The lack of experimental base suggests that 
they can teach effectively only after experiencing the long and 
frustrating process of trial and error.
Zamel (1976) mentions the confusion of the ESL teachers who 
are searching for answers. She states that they face the problem 
of having to choose one of several approaches. These approaches 
can be seen along a spectrum ranging from total control to total 
freedom. In the approaches listed under total control 
substitution, manipulation and transformation of sentences 
dominate as main activities. So, some teachers go on teaching 
composition as if it were a matter of correct grammatical usage. 
Some other teachers who are in the middle of the continuum insist 
that rhetorical considerations must be taken into account and 
thus provide longer models to manipulate and imitate. In this 
kind of approach, organization, style and rhetoric become the 
crucial aspects of skill in writing, but, here again control and
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guidance are essential; drill predominates but on a rhetorical 
level. Rather than sentences to manipulate, whole reading 
passages become the models that students are to differentiate and 
imitate. This approach is supported by a group of 
methodologists. In his study on intercultural education, Kaplan 
(1984) claims that the teaching of composition to foreign 
students differs from the teaching of composition to American 
students and that cultural differences in the nature of rhetoric 
give the key to the difference in teaching approach. He 
especially emphasizes the study and imitation of paragraphs. In 
his work he compares and contrasts paragraphs written by students 
of English, Semitic, Oriental, Romance and Russian language 
backgrounds. Kaplan draws attention to the fact that foreign 
students have the problem of adopting rhetorical structures of 
English paragraph. He suggests imitative and manipulative 
activities for EFL/ESL composition classrooms. Similarly, in his 
work published in 1969 Arapoff concentrated on the importance of 
discovering, comparing and imitating stylistic differences. In 
1967, Carr stressed the importance of reading, studying and 
analyzing the organization and logical arrangement of passages 
(cited in Zamel, 1976).
Other teachers who are at the end of the continuum claim 
that the frequency of writing leads to improvement and fluency. 
They are for frequent, uncontrolled writing practice. While each 
position may have certain merits, each represents a rather narrow 
view of the writing process. To have a more comprehensibJe and 
deeper view of the writing process Zamel suggests that we borrow 
from well-established approaches in the teaching of English
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composition to native speakers. However, she limits the types of 
foreign students she considers- She points out that if 
compositon teachers deal with students who are truly ready to 
express their thoughts and opinions, not ones who still deal 
with the patterns and structures of the language, they must rid 
themselves of the belief that foreign students need to be taught 
any differently than students learning to compose in regular 
English classes.
D * Two Main Issues; Frequency of Writing and Grammar Teaching 
1. Frequency
The research findings in the teaching of composition are 
still far from being definitive, but there are especially two 
areas of research which have provided us with useful information 
that has important ramifications for the teaching of composition 
to EFL/ESL students-
□ne such area is the issue of frequency of writing. What 
does research tell us about the factor of frequency? Gan writing 
great quantities provide the practice necessary for improvement? 
We can say that repeatedly the research has indicated that 
frequency in and of itself is fruitless. Mere practice in 
writing does not improve student composition. Tlie classic 
review of the research in the teaching of composition done by 
Braddock at al- in 1963 and a more critical review done by 
Robert Hunting in 1967 inform us that practice which is merely 
frequent, unaccompanied by instruction or motivation may hurt 
writing more than improve it (cited in Zamel, 1976).
Krashen has similar results. Simply increasing academic
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writing frequency does not result in significantly increased 
proficiency. He states that very srnall effect of writing 
frequency on improvement in writing quality was found by Lokke
iand Wykoff who, in 1940, compared college freshmen who wrote two 
themes per week with those who wrote one theme per week- The 
former group showed slightly higher grades in composition class 
at the end of the semester- In 1952, Dressel, Schmid and Koncaid 
compared college freshmen who were assigned a great deal of 
writing outside of class with those who were assigned very little 
writing outside of writing class- Dressel reported that both 
groups improved their writing ability but no significant 
differences between the frequent and infrequent writers were 
found. In a study done in 1964, Arnold compared tenth graders 
who wrote frequently in English class (at least once per week) 
with students who wrote infrequently (three times per semester)- 
No differences in writing improvement were found at the end of 
the year (cited in Krashen, 1904).
2. Grammar
The other issue is the effect of grammar instruction on 
writing ability. When we look at the kind of instruction that 
has been recommended in the past, we see that just as the EFL/ESL 
approach to teaching composition has largely been based on 
grammatically oriented instruction, the study of grammar and 
usage have long been synonymous with the teaching of composition 
in native English classes-
The evidence of the research clearly undermines the case for 
grammar and thus has tremendous implications for the £SL/EFL
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teacher who provides extensive practice with the manipulation 
and imitation of patterns and even longer passages. Direct 
teaching of grammar may not be taking place in the foreign 
language classroom. Neverthe1ess, many EFL/ESL teachers are 
still assuming that these exercises are the key to unlocking the 
creative process. Extensive research, however, has shown us 
otherwise: over and over again, the study of grammar, whether 
formal or not, has been found to have little, no or even harmful 
influence upon students' writing ability (Zamel, 1976).
In the- same way, Krashen shows liow research strongly 
suggests that grammar instruction is not effective in helping 
students to write. He reports the following studies: in 1976,
El ley compared three groups of high school students in New 
Zealand. One group studied traditional grammar in English 
classes, a second studied transformationa1 grammar, and a third 
studied no grammar. No differences in writing performance were 
found in their three-year study. In 1978, Bamberg found that 
good and poor freshman writers at UCLA did not differ with 
respect to the amount of grammar and mechanics they studied in 
high school Eglish. Increasing reading at the expense of grammar 
instruction has been found to result in improvement in 
writing. In 1935, Clark studied the effect of eliminating 
grammar drills and increasing reading in freshman writing classes 
at the University of Illinois, and reported greater gains in 
essay writing, punctuation, spelling and grammar with declines 
in the choice of vocabulary (cited in Krashen , 19E34).
The lesson we can take from a century of grammar teaching 
in composition classes is that although a knowledge of
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grammatical structures may be an important factor, writing is a 
complex process and involves more than the manipulation and 
recognition of basic elements. Awareness of the structures is not 
always accompanied by proficiency in writing. While it may be 
true that the syntactic skills that the students have acquired 
provide them with more alternatives for expression, it does not 
seem likely that that skill in itself is responsible for the 
successful performance. It appears then that syntax and rhetoric 
are complementary yet separate aspects of the writing process, 
neither one being responsible for improvement in the other.
VI. IMPLICATIONS OF THE RESEARCH FOR THE CLASSROOM 
A - Teaching Strategies
I have already mentioned that there has been a shift in the 
research on composition teaching- Researchers who kept comparing 
one kind of instruction with another got few and often 
con tradictory findings. As they have understood they were in the 
wrong direction they have given up the search for the best 
method- Now, they are trying to discover what writing is, what it 
involves and what strategies good writers use.
Thus, the current research in composition teaching clearly 
shows a predominating concern with process. Indeed, by 
exploring writing behaviors, by studying and understanding the, 
process of composing, researchers have gained insight into how to 
teach it. The research on composing processes lias tremendous 
implications for EFL writing teachers as well as syllabus 
designers- Viewing writing as a cyclical process of generating
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and integrating ideas has resulted in a change of attitude in 
students and teachers. Now, teachers realize that EFL students 
should be allowed the opportunity to explore their ideas fully 
and to make decisions about the most effective way to communicate 
these ideas. Students should always be reminded that writing is 
to some extent problem solving, and that they can find solutions 
as they go along and modify their discourse when necessary.
The research on composing processes has revealed the 
importance of planning and prewriting. We, now, understand that 
rigid, neatly developed outlines do not generally help students 
in writing effectively. Students should be encouraged to make 
informal, flexible plans and work with tentative lists and notes. 
Concerning planning again, unskilled writers may be helped to 
create a "conceptual map" so that they gain insight into the 
direction of their ideas. When students have difficulties in 
generating lists and notes classroom time needs to be devoted to 
brainsterming whether it is oral or written.
Writing is not any more considered as a way of practicing 
languagel Rather, it is viewed as a way of communication. We 
have learned from professional writers that they always keep 
their audience in mind. They always have a purpose for writing. 
Even expressive writing is not writing for its own sake. It has 
a function to perform. Here there are lessons to take for 
EFL/ESL composition teachers. As students articulate their 
ideas, the teacher, rather than imposing some predetermined order 
on these ideas should help them find this order by asking 
questions about their intentions and purpose of writing. It is a
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better strategy to point out the discrepancies that exist between 
what the writer wanted to communicate and what is in fact 
communicated - It is of much help to maintain a dynamic 
relationship between students and teacher, both through one-to-one 
conferences and through classroom discussions centering on 
student writing- It is suggested that students work in pairs or 
small group c o 11abnrations serving as readers for each other. In 
this way, they can develop a real sense of reader expectations.
Previous discussions about theory and research lead us to 
the conclusion that it is more sensible and productive for 
teachers to adopt an approach which is more like error analysis 
and create syllabi which are student-centered; by studying what 
our students do in their writing, we can learn from them what 
they still need to be taught- This approach is based on the 
assumption that establishing the cause for error is necessary 
before prescribing corrective measures and that addressing 
individual needs, letting our students teach us what they need to 
know should form the basis for further instruction.
Another direct implication of the research is about 
uncomparable benefits for students of working through a set of 
successive drafts- The process approach to writing makes 
students appreciate the purposefulness of revision- As they 
write several drafts, they should learn that issues of content 
and meaning must be addressed first and that language is of 
concern on 1y when the ideas to be communicated have been sketched 
out. This is not easy for either EFL teachers or studefits to 
accept, if one considers the fact that these students are still 
developing linguistic competencies and that their teachers feel
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responsible for improving their linguistic skills. However, it 
makes little sense to mark linguistic errors in first drafts, 
since these first papers may undergo substantial changes once 
they have been read and responded to. Furthermore, a premature 
focus on correctness and usage gives students the impression that 
language form rather than how language functions is what is 
important and may discourage them from making serious attempts to 
communicate.
B . Evaluating
The last but certainly crucial issue I am going to mention 
is that of feedback- The way teachers respond to students' writing 
is a main component of the instruction. Zamel (19B5) draws 
attention to a problem, stating that despite the findings of 
process~oriented studies and their implications for the teaching 
of writing, practice is much behind research and theory. A study 
undertaken to examine ESL teachers' responses to student 
writing has revealed that teachers respond to most writing as if 
it were a final draft, thus reinforcing an extremeJy constricted 
notion of composing- Their comments often reflect the 
application of a single standard rather than an appreciation of 
the constraints of composing. Furthermore, ESL/EFL teachers are 
still very much concerned with 1anguage~specific errors. They 
rarely seem to expect students to revise the text beyond the 
surface level. In addition, the marks and comments are often 
confusing, arbitrary and difficult for students to interpret 
Sommers (1904) who did research on teachers' styles of 
commenting obtains the following two findings:
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Teachers' comments can take students' attention away 
from their own purposes in writing a particular text 
and focus that attention on the teachers' purpose in 
commenting.
Most teachers'commonts are not text-specific and could 
be interchanged, rubber-stamped, from text to text.
As a remedy to the problems stated above, Zamel (1907) 
suggests that each teacher becomes a researcher. Teachers can 
try to keep a record of the types of responses they make and the 
degree to which these responses are incorporated into student 
revision. Just as teachers ask students to reread their writing, 
they can reread their responses and see whether they make as much 
sense as they did when they wrote them. Zamel states that this 
kind of self-exploration is necessary. (eachers must recognize 
that students may not be able to use their comments and markings 
because they may represent very complex reactions which students 
are incapable of applying to their texts. She says that teachers 
need to replace vague commentary and references to abstract 
principles with text-specific strategies, directions, guidelines 
and recommendations. Responses of this sort reveal to the writer 
the confusion that the reader may have experienced and make 
obvious ways to deal with these problems. Offering text-specific 
comments and reactions can better address the crucial dimensions 
of composing, that is, the author's intention and the audience.
VII. CONCLUSION
In this paper, I first indicated that research on EFL/ESL 
composition teaching has directed its attention to the study of
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the writers' cognitive processes. Research, now, attempts to 
systematize the composing processes of skilled writers in order 
to understand more deeply what composition writing involves. The 
direct implication of this trend for instruction has been to take 
teachers' attention away from the search for the best method and 
to turn it to the composing processes students use.
In this study, I maintained that concern with the composing 
processes has affected composition teaching in two directions.
The first area of influence has been the teaching strategies 
adopted in the classroom. Research has shown the value of pre- 
writing activities such as discussion and brainstorming.
Flexible plans, unstuctured notes, lists are now seen as 
beneficial for composing. A decisive conclusion we can draw from 
the recent research findings is that student writing should be 
viewed as work in progress rather than a finished product:. Thus, 
process writing which involves the writing and revision of 
several drafts appears as one of the most effective teaching 
strategies a teacher can adopt. This approach to compositon 
teaching is in line with research findings. It is based on the 
underlying assumption that writing activity is a non-linear, 
exploratory, and generative process where writers discover and 
reformulate their ideas as they attempt to approximate meaning. 
This understanding of the composing process calls into question 
approaches that are prescriptive, formulaic, and overly concerned 
with correctness. Instead, it suggests the importance of 
instruction that gives students direct experiences with the 
composing process, that establishes a dynamic teaching/1earning
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relationship between writers and their readers.
The second important implication of the research is for 
evaluation- Studies have pointed put ineffective teacher 
comments on students' writing- We have learned from research on 
composing processes that teacher comments that are related to 
language specific errors are not as useful as comments on 
content. Also, teacher responses that take the form of abstract 
and vague preseriptions are now considered more harmful than 
helpful -
Certainly, further investigation on the composing processes 
is needed- If the effective writing strategies could be 
generalized and systematized, it would be possible to develop 
model strategies for use in the classroom- This would improve 
instruction and put an end to the controversy on the method to 
choose -
Another point I emphasized in this paper is the importance 
of reading- Previous studies as well as this study show a high 
correlation between reading and writing in the target language. 
This point is of concern not only for composition teachers but 
also for program designers- For the coming years program 
designers may incorporate pleasure reading sessions in the 
writing syllabus- Another development for the writing syllabus 
could be to systematica11y supplement writing activities with 
reading activities- Again, teachers and curriculum designers can 
create extracurricu1ar programs that would encourage students to 
do more pleasure reading-
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APPENDIX
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Name :
Questionnaire to Measure Attitudes 
toward Reading and Writing
INSTRUCTIONS: Circle the letter for the best answer for each
item and if necessary provide -additional information in the margins or in the space provided.
1. How much time do you spend thinking before actually beginning 
to write? (while thinking you may write notes, lists or make 
a diagram)
a) one minute
Rescanning
b) three minutes c) six minutes
2. While you are writing an essay for class how often do you 
stop and reread what you have written?
a) never 
Revis ion.
3.
b) rarely c) occasionally d) continually
When you finish the first draft and start writing the second 
draft which one of the following generally happens?
a) you find new ideas and change the first draft in order to 
incorporate new ideas.
b) you improve your original ideas by finding better words.
c) you correct your grammar and spelling.
Audience
4. When you write an essay how often do you think about the 
effect you want to make on the reader?
a) always b) sometimes c) never
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Reading arid__Wj:.iiJ.iifi:
5. Do you do pleasure reading (of any kind: novels, stories,
plays, magazine articles etc., and in any language) outside the class?
yes no
If yes, how often?
a) twice a week b) once a week
d) other (please specify)
c) twice a month 
Please name one book that you read recently.
6. How many books did you read during the summer vacation last 
year?
a) none b) 2 - 4 c) 5 - 8 d) more than 8
7. How often did you do pleasure reading during high school?
c) twice a montha) twice a week b) once a week
d) other (please specify)
8. How often do you read newspapers?
a) every day b) several times a week
d) other (please specify)
c) once a week
Thank you for your cooperation
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bBCBLiaa,  f i r s t  a f  a i l ,  s c h r j o i  h a s  Icept  me b u s y ,  b u t  a l s o  b e c a u s e  
t h e  a n s u e r  t o  y o u r  q u e s t i o n  i s  c o m p l i c a t e d .
f i l l  t!u3 f a c t o r s  y o u  m e r i t id n e c i  c e r t a i n l y  j J İ a y  a r o l e  i n  p r o d u c i n g  
im p rc ' / e m e n t  i n  u r i i . i n g  a b i l i t y ,  t h a t  i s ,  r e a d i n g ,  e s p e c i a l l y  i n  
t h e  s e c o n d  l a n g u a y e ,  c o n v e r s a t i o n  p r a c t i c e ,  and d e l i b e r a t i e  
i n s t r u c t i o n  o f  some ) : i n d .  Î b e l i e v e  Î r e c e n t l y  r e a d  t h e  r e s u l t s  
o f  r e s e a r c l i  on L I  r e a d i n g  and LE  i n c i t i n g ,  h o i u e v e r , u h i c h  shoiued 
no r e l a t i c n s h o p . fis f o r  c o n v e r s a t i o n  p r a c t i c e ,  I g u e s s  w h e t h e r  
o r  n e t  c u r r . ’e r s a t i o n  p r a c t i c e  h a s  much o f  a p o s i t i v e  i m p a c t  on 
w r i t i n g  d e p e n d s  on w h a t  ) ; i n d  o f  c o n v e r s a t i o n ,  w h a t  ) : i n d  o f  
u i r i t i r g ,  c'lnd. w l i a t  i e ' / e l  o f  E n g l i s h  t h e  s t u d e n t s  h a v e .  F o r  
e x a m p l e ,  U . 5 ‘. c o l l e g e  f r e s l i m a n  s p e n d  a g r e a t  d e a l  o f  t i m e  i n  
con'/’e r s a t  i o n  i n  E n g l  İ s l ı  w i t l i  no p a r t i c u l a r l y  g o o d  e f f e c t  on t h e i r  
w r i t i n g  a b i l i t y .  Gn t l i e  o t l i e r  h a n d ,  c o n v e r s a t i o n  a b o u t  s o m e t h i n g  
a s t u d e n t  i s  w r i t i n g  o r  h a s  w r i t t e n  i s  v e r y  l i ) : e l y  t o  i m p r o v e  
t h a t  p a r t i c u l a r ·  p i e c e  o f  w r i t i n g  i f  t h e  s t u d e n t  i s  u s i n g  t l i e  
OOP.’ e r s B  1 1 on E:S i n p u t  and f e e d b a c k .  T h i s  i s  w h e r e  t h e  q u e s t i o n  
o f  t l i e  s t u d e n t ’ s l e v e l  a r i s e s .  I f  t h e  s t u d e n t  i s  a t  a l o w  o r  
e i ’en i n t e r m e d  i a  t e  i e i ' e l  o f  E n g l i s h ,  i t  may be d i f f i c u l t  f o r  t h e  
s t u d e n t  t o  l ia' . ’B much o f  a r e a l  c o n v e r s a t i q n .
I n  arvj  c a s e ,  I g u e s s  t h e  r e a l  q u e s t i o n  i s  ujhat c o n s t i t u t e s  
im p r c v F j m e n t  i n  w r i t i n g  o r  e v e n  w h a t  c o n s t i t u t e s  g o o d  w r i t i n g .  fly 
f e e l i n g  i s  t l ’i a t  g o o d  w r i t i n g  i s  w r i t i n g  t l i a t  i s  u i o r t h  r e c u l i n g .  
T h i s  means t o  me t l i a t  t h e  w r i t e r  s h o u l d  h a v e  s o m e t h i n g  t h e  w r i t e r  
f e e l s  c o m p e l l e d  t o  c o m m u n i c a t e  t o  someo n e e l s e  i a s s u m i n g  we a r e  
n o t  t a l k i n g  a b o u t  e : : p l o r a t o r y  o r  J o u r n a l  w r i t i n g  w r i t t e n  o n l y  f o r  
t h e  w r i t e r ’ s c c i i s u m p t i o n j  . .Go I v a l u e  e r r o r - f r - e e  w r i t i n g  f r o m
n o n - n a t i ' / e  s p e a ) ; e r ‘s mucli  l e s s  t h a n  I v a l u e  w r i t i n g  b h a t  
c c m r n u n i c a t e s  o r ,  i n  thei c a s e  o f  t h e  y o u n g  a d u l t s  I t e a c h ,  t h a t  
s h o w s  t l i e  s t u d e n t s  t r y i n g  t o  come t o  ten'ms w i t h  an i s s u e  t l i a t  i s  
i m p o r t a n t  f o r  them and f o r  t h e i r  r e a d e r s .  I had a G l i i n e s e  
s t u d e n t  i n  my c l a s s  t h i s  y e a r ,  f o r  e c a m p l e ,  who w r o t e  a p a p e r  on 
i n t e r r a c i a l  m a r ' r i a g e .  I t  r e a l l y  had no e r r o r s  t o  s p e a l :  o f  b u t  
t h e  c o n t e n t  iijas p l a t i t u d e s  a b o u t  how l o v e  c o n q u e r s  a l l ,  t ) ie  k i n d  
• o f  p a p e r  t h a t  a n y o n e  i n  t h e  c l a s s  m i g h t  h a v e  w r i t t e n  l u i t l i  f i v e  
m i n u t e s ’ t ;~!ougl it  . To  my m ind t h a t  was n o t  g o o d  w r i t i n g .
.f '^rom a l l  t h e  r e s e a r c h  Î hav'e r e a d ,  h o w e v e r ,  t h e  b i g g e s t  
. Im p r ' o v e m e n t  i n  w r i t i n g  comes  wl ien t h e  w r i t e r  h a s  a c l i a n c e  t o  s i t  
down w i t h  a s y m p a t h e t i c  r e a d e r  and go  o v e r  t h e  p a p e r  i n  a n o n ­
t h r e a t e n i n g  c o n t e : · ; ) :  and t l i e n  l ia s  t h e  c i i a n c e  t o  r e w r i t e  t l i e  p a p e r  
i  n c o r p o r a  t  i ng as  much a s  t h e  w r i t e r  i j i an ts  t:o o r  c a n  o f  w h a t  came 
o u t  o f  tliE? c o n f e r e n c e  ' i - i t l i  t l i e  r e a d e r .  -. 'ТЬе r e a d e r  d o e s  n o t  a t  
a l l  h a ’/e t o  be a t e a c h e r ;  s t u d e n t s  l e a r n  an a w f u l  l o t  f r o m  e a c h  
o t h - e r  i f  t h e y  ai -e e n c o u r a g e d  t o  r e a d  e a c l i  o t l i c i r ' s  w o r l :  i n  a 
• c r i t i c a l  b u t  ПОП” Judgm:e?ital  w o r k s h o p  a t m o s p h e r e .  I n  o t l i e r  w o r d s ,  
s t u d o » : t  w r i t e r s  n e e d  t o  be в Ы ез t o  w r i t e  d r a f t s  and t o  g e t
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Feec lbac ! .  b e t u e a n  U i ü s g  c l r a F t a .  U e r y  i l L t i s  oF t:)ie r e s e a r c h  I ' v e  
s e e n  s u p p e r  t e  the? i d e a  t l - a t  s t u d e n t s '  h e n e F . i t  From F e e d b a c ) :  i F  t h e  
st· . :  d e n t s  du i?nt u s e  t !“ia t  F e e d  b a d ;  i n  a c urn m lt te d  eFF ar d :  tn  
ifnprG'.-e t i i e  papffer .
A ‘5 y í;j i.) e a. i . | :· r.* □ b a };j [ y s  e , I a m m a .1 n 1 y r  e F ej r  r* i n (j h e r  e t (.i p e n | i 1 f3 
f.ij} I r? s e 1· ■ 1; y i i h i s  a 1. r  e a cl y g □ c:i l 1 ene  u g 11 F o r  t l i e m t a b b a 1 j I e t □ 
exjJL-ess t I ' le m se lv e s  i n  '.Liritte^n E . n g . l i s h ,  b ut  t h e  same b i n d  d F 
;:j r  i n c .i p 1 e ri a p p .1. y t □ b e :y i n n i  n g E n g .1 .i. s  11 uj r· i  t e r  s  . The  y n e e d t: □ a p t  
\:o crurnmun Lc:e t e  '.ijliat e '/er  i t  I s  t h a t  t h e y  a r e  l u r i t i n y .  T h a t  means
i j i r i t i n g  1.3 n e t  t l ie  same a s  u r v i t t e n  an smears tn  grammar q u e s t i c j n s .
b r.L.jcient s  s 11□ L.) J. í:1 Lie? e n c □ i . . ia gied t □ ujr  i  t e  From t he er.'y Ideg i n id i ng □ F 
t Id e .1 r  s I: i .■ d i e s  .i id E. i i g 1.1 s  h , b u t t )d e s  u Id J e c t □ F t h e i r  w r  i t j. 11 g m u s t  
Id e s  .1 g n .i E i c: a 111 t □ t Id e m , c* e a .1 c cd m iti li id 1 c  a t i  o id , a n rJ t  Id b uj [' i  t: i  n g 
s  i t  u a t i e r: s  i i o u .1 d Id e s  i..i c h  t: Id a t  t Id e s  t c i d e n t s  i.ij i  1.1 mee t  uj .i. t Id s  li c  e e s  s  
1 ID t I de i r  a 11ernr:·t s  t o  ccjmml.iidi.c: a t e  i n  lur* i t i  ng , no t  lui t h  cdr  i t i c: ism 
t h a t  ü i i l l  mal.e them be a F r a i d  tcj ei ' ipese t l i e m s e i v e s  i n  i j j r i t i n g .
T hcDG5  t h i s  he lpE;  y o u .  C e r t a i n l y  gnu may u s e  a n y t h i n g  you l i l ' e  
From u h a t  I ’ ve  s a i d  h e r e ;  I dan ’ t kncDiu t h a t  I ’ ve  s a i d  a n i j t h i n g  
s p e c i - a i  , b u t  g n u ' r e  u ie lcome to  i t .  Plegase s a y  h e l l o  to  Jol in  
Ay d e l  a r t .  I hope l i e ’ s  me 11 and h a p p y .  Gdcdc:! 1lic:I; mi t h  y n u r  
p r o  J e c  t ; i t s n n d s  l i b e  an e ;·:c.de 11 e n t  cjne anc:l i  t  s cdl.inds  a s  t Id□ u gId
y G u a r  e 1: a }; i  i i g i t i  n a n a :; c: e 11 e n t d i r  e cd t  i  cd id .
C i : i r e r e l y  ,
l lcDna Lel . i .
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^ / le /  ^^cunrn.arum 2Ci/tÂy o £ ■y£iaAA/xc/ıuâ£M i/
^//zîıs>ej<Aİ/^  ■ y^icıAAac/ufâe//â'
^^ajn/ıuûy
i:!SaAâx/v, ^y/'iaAAac/uxAe/tAy 0£-/£5 ==£3,9S
April Ik, 1989
Nükte Ocal
Master’s Program in TEFL 
Büken t University 
P. 0. B. 8.‘ 06572 Maltepe
Ankara, Turkey
Dear Nükte Ocal.:
The factors that you are investigating for your project are 
fascinating, but I'm afraid the development of reading and writing, 
especially in a second language, is sufficiently complex so that there 
are few easy and direct "answers" to the questions you are raising. 
Krashen's book addresses the relationship between reading and writing, 
and you could certainly consider first hand the studies lie refers to. 
Frank Smith, too, argues that reading affects writing development, 
although his work is in first language literacy. Jim Cummins* work 
suggests that the acquisition of second language conversational fluency 
and the acquisition of school-based language literacy are two separate 
phenomena, the latter requiring a far longer time period and different 
intructional conditions. (This is not to say, however, that brain­
storming, discussion and other pre-writing activities are not 
beneficial for composing.) 1 have attached some of my own articles and 
hope you will find these helpful. .
Sincerely,
Vivian Zamel-f Director ESL Program
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CURRICULUM VITAE
I was born in Ankara in 1964. For five years, I attended 
both a Turkish primary school and the French Embassy's primary 
school in Ankara. After attending Tevfik Fikret Lisesi for a 
year, I studied at the French Embassy's junior and senior 
highschool for six years. In 19B2, I received my bacca1aureate 
and graduated from highschool. For a year, I studied French 
language and literature at the Faculty of Language, History and 
Geography of Ankara University. Then, 1 left this faculty and 
started to attend the Department of Linguistics of Hacettepe 
University. I studied linguistics for four years. During the 
last two years of my undergraduate studies I worked part-time at 
the Turkish-American Association as a courses assistant. In 
1907, I graduated from Hacettepe University with an award of 
outstanding achievement for graduating first in the Faculty of 
Letters. Since September 1907, I have worked as an English 
language instructor for the Preparatory school of Bilkent 
University.
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April Ik, 1989
Nükte Ocal
Master’s Program in TEFL 
Bilkent University 
P. 0. B. 8İ 06572 Maltepe 
Ankara, Turkey
Dear Nukte Ocal:
The factors that you are investigating for your project are 
fascinating, but I’m afraid the development of reading and writing, 
especially in a second language, is sufficiently complex so that there 
are few easy and direct "answers" to the questions you are raising, 
Kraslien’s book addresses the relationship between reading and writing, 
and you could certainly consider first hand the studies he refers to. 
Frank Smitli, too, argues that reading affects writing development, 
althoiigli his work is in first language literacy. Jim Cummins’ work 
suggests that the acquisition of second language conversational fluency 
and the acquisition of school-based language literacy are two separate 
phenomena, the latter requiring a far longer time period and different 
intructional conditions. (This is not to say, however, that brain­
storming, discussion and other pre-writing activities are not 
beneficial for composing.) I have attached some of my own articles and 
hope you will find these helpful. ,
Sincerely,
Vivian Zameif Director ESL Program
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